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REMARKS 

Tils is in response to the Office Action mailed on October 20, 2006. claims 1-25 are 

amende? £ ™ "* «*» »< *nd 18 are 

•mended. The remaining claims are unchanged, and no new claims are added. 

view 1-25 7* " Mer 35 U * C 103(a) M °" vto « Wolfberg, in 

pnor « that could be combined with the references ,o argue unpatentable W ,th this 

ZZT " ** da ' mS ™ amOTded to '""-distinguish he 

claims from the prior art. 

First, Applicants respectfully traverse the arguments made in rejecting the claims in 
the prewous omce Action. More specifically. Applicants point to ,h. Respond to Argum „ts 

senrfT? T ACti ° n i "' t ' a " > ' ar9UK ' hat tMChes ' ba ^ °" tlhe selected 

-vice w wo.fberg describes -other services' could be added, „ is inherent ,n this 
*.planat,o„ the, variable leveis of the similar se.ices could be offered.- Applicants 
-pectfu, y point out that the definition of -inherent- as used ,„ the Office Action than ,„ the 

ft* the m 1S s,n, descnptive matter is necessarily present in the thing described in the 
n^rence, and that „ would be so recogn,„d by persons of ordinary sKiii. mherency 
however may not be established by probabliities or possible, The mere „ct J'a 
certa.n th,ng may result from a given se, of circumstances is no, sufficient." MPEP 2112 rv 
uobng in re Robertson, 169 P.3d 743. 745, 49 US PQ2d 1949, i 95 0- 5l (Fed CI 
ctations omitted). According to this definidon, the prior art teaching dels L 
heren, that "variabie levels of simUar services couid be offered." .nstead, one s K i ed in 
he art could read this to understand that different and unreiated services an be ^ to 
provide a multi-function experience. urrereo to 

The Office Action also goes on to argue that -Both -check writing' and -credit card 
purchase (two examples given In the description, could be considered variable leveis of 
ban k ,ng services'." The Appilcants have argued that different types of services are 
d,st,ngu,sh,b,e from the different "amounts of portfolio modeling and coaching- as set forth 
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in the claim. R egardless of the 0ffice Act|Qns lnterpretatjon Qf rf ^ 

set forth in the claim, to include credit card and checking as variable ievels of banking 

art does not teach or suggest with its credit card and checking services that "each service 
eve lncIud a un|que Qf _ Qf portfo|jo mode[ ^ d ce 

to the user" as set forth in the claims, avauaoie 
suoaa S r nd ',r C ' 8 ' mS ha " e am8nde<i ,0 lnC ' Ude fSatUreS ,h <" are "<* *•»» or 

.h.™ r°: r Accoraino ,o the o,te Aaion ' *» 

*1 w > C ° Uld b8 ° ffercd - SUCh - «"« — ■»■«*— and 

Che* „„un 3 as variabie ,eve,s of banHng services. This teaching ,s contrary ,o the 

amended features of the claims, where such a feature is not possible. For example the 
a,ms , * . plural|ty af _ seieaabte ^ tevefe ^ ^he 

ura ,^7 ™ S ^ * "* P05S ' b ' e W °'^ *- - a 

P ura,«y of services for the user to seiect one; Wolfberg provides several of Its services to 

which ,s useful because It offers and provides to a„ users several services. For Woifberg to 
teach or suggest the features of the amended claims, the user „ou,d have to select 
card purchases OR check writing. 

In addition, Sullivan does not teach or suggest the features of the amended daims 
because ,t provides oniv computer technic., support, rhe suggestion that Woifber, 
provide an Investor self-help system is only hindsight. Neither Wo,fherg nor Sulllv „ te Tch 

Loin 7 "T ^ *~ ' ndUdeS ' Un, ' UB — - P^T 

mode,, g a d coaching ava,lab,e to the user, and ... a se,ected amount of dialogue and 

ZsTotT 7"" ** ' " VB ^ ' S ~ '° nh *• clomTS. F^rry 

does not teach or suggest these features either. 

Because the features of the amended independent daims 1, 9, and 18 are not shown 
or suggested in the prior art and the references separate,,, «,ey cannot be found , „y 
proposed combination of the prior art. Further, daims 2-8, daims xo-17, and daims 19 . 25 
depend e, her dhectly or ,nd,rect,y from independent c,a,ms x, g, and „ respecZl ' 
virtue of their dependency, these daims are patentably dis«nguishable from the pHor art 
and references, also. 
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CONCLUSION 

and ^7"" n !', y ' A ° D " Can ' S reSPeCm "' V re " UeSt rem ° V " ° f the "«•«<">« "Xf actions, 
and for favorable action and aliowance of the appilcation. ,n the event a telephone 

conversation would expedite the prosecution of ,„,s application, the Examiner may reach 

the undersigned (612, 607 - 73 40. „any fees are due in connection with the fCoMhls 

P»per then the Commissioner „ authored to charge such fees ,ncludin 9 fees Jay 

extension of time, to Deposit Account No. 50-1901 (Reference 60021-375602). 



Respectfully submitted. 
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Oppenheirffer Wolff & Donnelly, LLP 
45 South Seventh St., Suite 3300 
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1609 
Telephone: 612-607-7340 
Facsimile: 612-607-7100 
E-mail: RHofmann@oppenheimer.com 
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